Before the
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION
Washington, D.C. 20554

In the Matter of )

)
Local Competition and ) CC Docket No. 99-301
Broadband Reporting )

REPLY COMMENTS OF SPRINT CORPORATION

Sprint Corporation (“Sprint”), on behalt of its local, long distance and mobile
wireless divisions, submits its Reply Comments to the comments submitted in the Second
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking ("Second NPRM"), released as FCC 01-19 on January 19,
2001, in the above referenced docket. In these Reply Comments, Sprint concurs with
suggested improvements to the format and filing process for Form 477, recommends the
continued use of zip codes rather than cities, counties or census tracts in reporting the
existence of broadband services, supports the use of line counts rather than percentage of
lines in setting thresholds, and agrees that ILEC service quality issues, including service
quality for broadband services, should be reviewed in the docket established for this
purpose.

Sprint agrees with the suggestion to streamline Form 477 and allow electronic filing
rather than submission of disks." Currently Sprint must maintain more than 100 separate
tiles to make a Form 477 submission. This includes redacted and non-redacted files for each
of the 17 states reported by Sprint ILECs and each of 42 states served by Sprint's non-ILEC

entities. Carriers should be allowed to file a single Form 477 spreadsheet containing separate

! Verizon Wireless Comments at 7-8.



sections for each state in which they meet local competition and broadband reporting
thresholds, rather than filing separate spreadsheets for each state. If Sprint could
accumulate information in this fashion, it would reduce the number of files needed to four,
consisting of a redacted and a non-redacted version for both the ILECs and the non-ILECs.
This format would be easier to maintain and review and would eftect cost savings for both
the carriers and the Commussion. Obviously, electronic filing 1s also less labor intensive and
taster than loading up diskettes for delivery to the Commission.

Various commenters recommended the Commission gather actual subscribership
data by city, county or census tract. This information either cannot be collected in an
economically practical manner or is inferior to zip codes as data points. First, as set forth in
Sprint's Comments, compiling actual subscribership information would be burdensome and
likely inaccurate.” Second, Sprint does not maintain data by county or census tract and
therefore cannot feasibly produce such data. Sprint could produce data by city, but it would
seem that zip codes are a more reliable measure. In compiling data for Form 477, Sprint has
used billing records to identity zip codes where broadband services have been sold. Since
these billing records would contain the names of cities, Sprint could determine whether it
has sold broadband services in a city. However, city names are often used inconsistently.
The mailing address of an urban hub may be used when the true address 1s in a suburb. For
example, the mailing address may be Dallas, Texas, when the correct city is actually the
suburb of Richardson. Conversely, zip codes define a precise area and in many cases are
more granular than a city. Therefore, it would seem that the zip code 1s a superior indicator

of an area where broadband services have been sold.

? Sprint Comments at 2-3.



With respect to minimum thresholds for filing Form 477, the General Services
Administration ("GSA") recommends using a percentage of the estimated total number of
access lines in a state.” Conceptually, the GSA is correct in that a percentage test would
create thresholds that accounted for states with ditfering populations. However, such a test
would be more cumbersome to implement. To arrive at a percentage requires first that the
total number of lines in a state be calculated. Some third party would have to be assigned to
be the keeper of the line count. There must also be a uniform method of counting lines,
because broadband services can allow multiple voice channels to be derived over what was
tormerly one line. Further, all carriers must report line counts. Although CLECs typically
don't file such information, they are included in Form 477. But then the argument becomes
circular: the total line count can only be measured if everyone files, but a carrier cannot
know whether 1t must file without knowing the total line count. In the end, the percentage-
based threshold is less worthwhile than a simple line count.

Certain parties also raised the issue of collecting data to evaluate the wholesale
service quality provided by ILECs with respect to broadband services.! Sprint agrees that it
1s worthwhile for the Commussion to monitor ILEC wholesale service quality in general,
including service quality for broadband services. As discussed in various comments in the
recent biennial service quality docket,” the Commission has established a docket on
wholesale service quality, CC Docket No. 98-56, and the Commission should pursue this
issue in that docket. However, evaluating wholesale service quality issues is not necessary to

the Commuission fulfilling its requirement to determine whether broadband services are being

> GSA Comments at 3-4.

* Covad Comments at 8; King County, Washington Comments at 10-13.

* In the Matter of 2000 Biennial Regulatory Review Telecommunication Service Quality
Reporting Requirements, CC Docket No. 00-229.



deployed to all Americans in a reasonable and timely fashion, in accordance with Section 706
of the Telecommunications Act of 1996.° For this purpose, it is important whether and
where broadband services exist, not who provides them.

Finally, Sprint strongly supports the comments of Verizon Wireless that the
reporting requirements on mobile service providers create a burden without adding any real
contribution to the Commission's goals of monitoring local competition and the deployment
of broadband services. Mobile subscribership doesn't indicate any particular level of local
competition and, for the reasons given by Verizon Wireless, CMRS providers should not be

subject to broadband reporting requirements.
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